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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet beneath the correspondence address- 
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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 
OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 



MONTH(S) FROM THE MAILING DATE 



- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed after SIX (6) MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, such period shall, by default, expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely, may reduce any earned patent 
term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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□ This action is FINAL. 

□ Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed in 
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Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. The originally filed specification fail to teach or 
suggest the nozzle is configured to drop the coating liquid in a rod-like state. If applicant 
disagrees, it is suggested that applicant point out support in the specification, page and 
line number or in the drawings. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 



were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
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under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rangarajan etal. 

Rangarajan et al teaches the design of an apparatus for forming a coating film 
comprised of the following elements: holding means for holding the substrate 
horizontally; a rotation mechanism configured to rotate the holding means such that the 
substrate held by the holding means is allowed to rotate in a horizontal plane; a nozzle 
configured to drop a coating liquid on the surface of the substrate; and a mixing means 
which mixes the coating by rotation or gyration of liquid therein reads on a gyration force 
generation means for giving a gyrating force to the coating liquid dropped from the 
nozzle, wherein the nozzle is obviously configured to drop the coating liquid in a rod like 
state in order to apply the coating at a prescribed region of the substrate (see column 6 
line 47 to column 7 line 14). 

Claims 1-2, 4 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Suzuki in view of Shields. 

Shields teaches the design of an apparatus for forming a coating film comprised 
of the following elements: a nozzle configured to drop a viscous coating liquid on the 
surface of the substrate; and a gyration force generation means for giving a gyrating 
force to the coating liquid dropped from the nozzle, wherein the nozzle is depicted as 
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dropping coating liquid in a rod like state. Shields fails to teach a holding means for 
holding the substrate horizontally and a rotation mechanism configured to rotate the 
holding means such that the substrate held by the holding means is allowed to rotate in 
a horizontal plane. However, Suzuki teaches the design of an apparatus comprised a 
nozzle configured to drop a viscous coating liquid on the surface of the substrate; a 
holding means for holding the substrate horizontally; and a rotation mechanism 
configured to rotate the holding means such that the substrate held by the holding 
means is allowed to rotate in a horizontal plane. Suzuki fails to teach a gyration force 
generation means for giving a gyrating force to the coating liquid dropped from the 
nozzle. However, it would have been obvious to modify Suzuki apparatus by 
substituting its viscous coating applicator with the Shields applicator for the taught 
advantage of greater control of the thickness of applied coating. Thus claim 1 is 
obvious over the above, cited references. With respect to claim 2, the same rejection 
applied to claim 1 is applied here. Shields shows spiral groove 14 formed on the inner 
wall of the spray head or nozzle. With respect to claims 4 and 1 5, the inlet of Shields 
nozzle is configured to accept a coating liquid and dilution liquid when separately 
supplied from separate sources. 

Claims 6-8 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rangarajan et al in view of Luegering. 

Rangarajan et al is applied for the reasons noted above. Rangarajan fails the 
mixing means within his nozzle is a center rod with a plurality of fins disposed on the 
center rod. However, Luegering teaches the design of an apparatus for forming a 
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coating film comprised of a nozzle configured to drop a multi-component coating liquid 
on the surface of the substrate. Luegering nozzle is comprised of a center rod with a 
plurality of fins disposed on the center rod and the fins impart a helical swirling or spiral 
motion to the coating thereby reading on a gyration force generation means. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to modify Rangarajan et al apparatus by substituting its 
mixing and dispensing viscous coating nozzle applicator with the Luegering mixing and 
dispensing viscous coating nozzle applicator mixing portion for the taught advantage of 
uniform distribution of the coating on the substrate. Thus claim 6 is obvious over the 
above cited references. With respect to claim 7, Luegering shows components of 
coating are separately supplied to the nozzle and teaches that a gyrating force is given 
to the coating by the fins. With respect to claim 13, the same rejection applied to claim 
6 is applied here. The Luegering fins impart a helical swirling or spiral motion to the 
coating thereby reading on a gyration force generation means. With respect to claim 8, 
Luegering shows the hole tapers toward the exit. 

Claims 1,2, 4-5 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over La Bianca in view of Willis. 

La Bianca teach the design of an apparatus for forming a coating film on a 
substrate by applying a coating liquid to the substrate which is comprised of the 
following elements: a holding means 4 for holding the substrate horizontally; a rotation 
mechanism 8 for rotating the holding means such that the substrate rotates in a 
horizontal plane; and an atomizing spray nozzle for dropping the coating liquid onto the 
substrate as shown in Figure 1 . La Bianca fails to the apparatus includes a gyrating 
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force generation means. However, Willis teaches a spray nozzle includes a gyrating 
force gyrating means (element 6) for giving a gyrating force to the coating material 
applied to the substrate. Therefore, absent the new matter, it would have been obvious 
to modify the La Bianca apparatus by substituting its atomizing spray head/nozzle for 
the Willis spray head/nozzle with gyrating force generation means (element 6) for the 
taught advantage of the Wills spray head which does not require a power source to 
atomize the coating material. With respect to claim 2, absent the new matter, the same 
rejection applied to claim 1 is applied here. Willis shows a plurality of vanes fins 6 are 
arranged on inner wall of the nozzle which form a groove between the adjacent fins so 
as to flow the coating in a spiral manner. With respect to claim 4, the inlet of Willis is 
configured to accept a coating liquid and dilution liquid when separately supplied to the 
nozzle from separate sources. Willis nozzle is capable of mixing during passing through 
spiral groove thereby providing a gyrating force. With respect to claim 15, it would have 
been obvious to modify the La Bianca apparatus by substituting its atomizing spray 
head/nozzle for the Willis spray head/nozzle with gyrating force generation means 
(element 6) for the taught advantage of the Wills spray head which does not require a 
power source to atomize the coating material. Willis shows a plurality of vanes fins 6 
are arranged on inner wall of the nozzle which form a groove between the adjacent fins 
so as to flow the coating in a spiral manner. The inlet of Willis is configured to accept a 
coating liquid and dilution liquid when separately supplied to the nozzle from separate 
sources. Willis nozzle is capable of mixing during passing through spiral groove thereby 
providing a gyrating force. 
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Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-8 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim 3 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim 14 is allowed. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brenda Lamb whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1231 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Tuesday and Thursday 
thru Fridays with alternate Wednesdays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Fiorilla can be reached on (571) 272-1 187. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contactjthe-Electronic 



Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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